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Report on the KIMS-CNA Conference
“The PLA Navy’s Build-up and ROK-USN Cooperation”
Seoul, Korea

20 November 2008

Background

The second CNA-Korean Institute of Maritimc Strategy (KIMS) workshop on ROK
Navy and US Navy cooperation was held in Seoul, Korea, on 20 November 2008. The
primary objcctive of this institutional collaboration is to assist in improving the working
relationship between the US Navy and the Republic of Korca Navy. The concept is to
providc a Track I venue where retired and serving officers from both navies, along with
civilian experts, can meet in an unofficial atmospherc that permits a candid exchange of
views on strategic outlooks and shared interests associated with the maritime domain.

This conference is a specific deliverable associated with the CNA project entitled
“KIMS-CNA Track II Conference Series,” sponsored by Commander Pacific Fleet. The
intent is to use this conference series as one approach toward assisting the ROK Navy in
its transition from a coastal defense orientation to more of a regional bluc-water focus.
The Track II venuc permits the two naval establishments to engage in a maritimc
strategic dialoguc that will become increasingly important as thc scheduled 2012 transfer
of wartime OPCON of forces in Korca, and concomitant disestablishment of Combined
Forces Command, approaches. This transfer will affect naval command relationships that
have been in place for 20 years. Maintaining an cffective strategic dialogue is particularly
important at this time as the ROK Navy emerges as a bona-fide blue-water force with
impressive capabilities.

The Conference

The confercncc was a grcat success on two counts: first, because over 300 people
attcndcd, 1t provided a highly visible demonstration within South Korea that ROKN-USN
cooperation is ongoing, viable and focused on issues beyond the defense of the ROK; and
sccond, it illustrated the high degree of interest that Seoul has in the topic of the PLA

Navy.

Admiral An, the retired ROKN CNO who heads KIMS, was delighted with the large
turnout, which was by far the largest crowd that KIMS has cver assembled for a
confercnce. The choice of the topic was KIMS to make, sincc they were the hosts for this



iteration of the series. It is worth noting that following the first meeting in Honolulu in
the summecr of 2007 the tentative topic was “The 1000 ship navy/global fleet
partnership.” However, after to returning to Korea, the KIMS team askcd to change its
focus to the PLA Navy. Given the interest in this topic generated, this was a good call on
their part. It was also a revealing one—revealing in the sense that it highlights the
uncertainty that many in the ROK security cstablishment have about China’s military

modernization. The conference agenda is attached to this report, as are the six papers
(three ROK, three US).

The audience was a mix of retired ROK officers from all services, active duty ROKN
officers, and Korean academics from other think tanks as wcll as universities.
Understandably, US presence was modest. Aside from the CNA delegation, RDML Tom
Rowden, COMNAVFORK, and members of his staff attended, as did Commander Jerry
Boster from the US Pacific Fleet staff (N5).

Rather than attempting to summarize prcsentations and the discussion arcas seriatim, the
balance of this report is organized around issues raised in the ROK papers, the questions
raised during the proceedings, and the side-bar conversations held during the course of
the cvent.

Issues
Strategic Flexibility of US forces in Korca

In 2004, DoD (OSD-P) tabled a Future of the Alliance Initiative that included thc idca
that U.S. forces in the ROK would be repostured, trained, and equipped so they could be
employed in missions that were regional, or even global, in nature rather than simply
being focused on defense of the Korean peninsula. Expanding the potential role of U.S.
forces stationed in Korca beyond defending the ROK became a major issue in Korea
because it raised the possibility that those forces could become involved in conflicts that
were counter to the interests of the ROK-—especially a Taiwan crisis with China.

From Washington’s pcrspective, this issue was resolved in 2006 during the first strategic
dialogue mceting between the U.S. and ROK governments when Washington officially
acknowledged its sensitivity to Seoul’s concerns about unwilling or involuntary
involvement in U.S. crises or military activity beyond the Korean peninsula. While
Americans may consider the problem solved, the conference highlighted that it rcmains a
sensitive issue in Seoul because of ongoing concerns about Chinese perceptions
regarding the apparent expansion of the U.S.-ROK Alliance beyond the defense of South
Korea. Two of the papers made clear that the Chinese have voiced concerns to ROK
interlocutors that “strategic flexibility” is simply a euphemism that cloaked either direct
involvement of USFK in the containment of China or in a Taiwan crisis. As a result, the
ROK fecls it “needs to case concerns” in China over the expansion of the U.S.-ROK
Alliance becyond the immediate defense of South Korea.



The main poliey implication is that the ROK and ROKN are acutcly sensitive to Chinesc
rcactions to anything that might be construed as bcing countcer to the security intcrests of
China. As a result, USN interlocutors need to remain sensitive to the fact that any
initiatives thc United States advances will be analyzed by its ROK eounterparts from this
perspective.

OPCON Shift

We encountercd two different perspectives on the seheduled wartime OPCON shift of
ROK forces from U.S. to ROK eommand that is to take placc on April 17, 2012. The
Koreans rcfer to this as the “Koreanization of Korean Defcnse.”

Those in ROK retired community remain opposed to this because they see the shift from
“one command, two nations” to ‘“‘two commands, two nations” as dangcrous. They think
that it violates the principlc of unity of command, and that it is the first step in the U.S.
backing away from a defense commitment. In other words, they have a fear of
abandonment. Because they ean speak more freely, the rctirees are hoping that somehow
this deeision will be revisited—or at least put on hold. The January 2009 sabcr rattling by
North Korca toward the South will also reinforce the seeond of the retiree’s concerns—
i.c., that thc North Korcan threat has not gone away and that until it has South Korea and
the United Statcs would be foolish to disestablish CFC.

The other perspective is from the ROKN active duty community, which has to make this
work and is focusing on planning and process issues. But even active duty officers worry
that the shift in OPCON from CFC to the ROK military will inevitably mean a shift from
“Institutional cooperation’ toward “‘sclectivc cooperation,” in which political factors
bccome more predominant. Their concern is that it weakens alliance cooperation at the
strategic level at a time when 1t should be strengthened because of the risc of China.

The ROK’s Strategic Dilemma

ROK strategic thinking, at least as manifested at this conference, rccognizes that the
ROK must pursuc a “balaneed strategy” which docs not neglect relations with China. For
reasons of geography, history, culture and growing economic connections our ROKN
panelists argued that the most important strategie ehallenge in ROK security strategy
would be achicving “harmony between the ROK-U.S. alliance and the ROK-China
stratcgic partnership.”

The ROKN is aware that Beijing will continue to pressurc the ROK about its U.S.
alliancc. For cxamplc, at thc May 2008 ROK-China Summit, which established a
Strategic Partncrship between Seoul and Beijing, China’s foreign ministry spokcsman
said, “The ROK-U.S. allianee is a relie of past history.” He went on to suggest that sinee
it was formed in the Cold War and was a military alliance it is inadequate to cope with
thc urgent global and rcgional problems of Northeast Asia. The ROK military feels the



pinch of trying to “ease concerns of China over the strengthening of the ROK-U.S.
alliancc,” and as a result thinks it needs to develop furthcr its bilateral relationship with
China by increasing coopcration in all areas, including the military arena. As ROK
officers see it, their objective is “to make China friendly to the ROK and, at the same
time, cooperative towards the ROK-U.S. alliance.”

The issue for USN interlocutors will be to understand the stratcgic bind that Seoul finds
itself in while remaining alert to the fact that interactions may have to be handled with
greater circumspection. Happily, the ROKN still sees the USN as its modern “founding
father” and earnestly seeks USN help in thinking through its evolution to a blue-water
force. It is incumbent on the U.S. side to handle the ROK strategic dilemma deftly so that
a trustworthy bond between the two naval establishments remains in place in the future.

The “History War” With China

A "history war" between China and Korea has becn raging for at Icast a decade. One of
thc most neuralgic issues between China and South Korca (and perhaps North Korea as
well) involves what China calls its “Northeast Project,” which Koreans believe is an
attempt to hijack Korean history and incorporate it into China’s own. The fight is over
the legacy of the Kingdom of Koguryo, as the Koreans refer to it, or Gaogouli, as the
Chinese call it.

The Kingdom of Koguryo existed from the 1st century B.C. to 668 A.D. At its height,
under the Emperor Gwanggaeto the Great, (not coincidently, the name of the lead ship
of the ROK Navy’s KDX 1 class destroyers), it controlled a significant scction of
Northeast Asia, including territory that is now part of South Korea, North Korea, and
China. From a Korean historical vantage point, it has long been considered onc of the
Three Kingdoms of Korea, a major wellspring of Korean civilization and culture.

However, according to China, Gaogouli is historically Chinese--an assertion that
outrages Korea. Dating back to at least 1980, Chinese claim that Gaogouli is an integral
part of the historical concept of "China." Koreans scoff at such assertions, and make
counter accusations that describe Chinese historical revisionism as motivated by claims
on Korean territory. They argue the Chinese interpretation does not hold water; they say
that it is a clear political attempt to provide legitimacy for current Chinese bordcrs by
pretending that everything currently part of China has always bcen part of China.

At the conference, one paper argued that it is a mistake to dismiss this as an academic
issue. In fact, in 1996 a PRC government sponsored campaign was ratified in the name
of the Politburo Standing Committec by none othcr than Hu Jintao. From an ROK
perspective, the political rationale for the history war are the 2 million ethnic Koreans in
China’s Northeast provinces, and China’s fear that a reunited Korea could lay claim to
what the Koreans call the “Gando” region which includes much of present day
Manchuria.



Awarencss of this dispute over history is important to keep in mind, since it introduces
elements of both outragc and suspicion into how the Koreans think of China, and relatcs
directly to the issuc of China’s continued support of the North Korean regime.

Chinese Intervention in a North Korean Collapse Scenario.

Perhaps the most surprising issue to surfacc during the confercnce was thc candor that
ROKN officers used in discussing their planning assumption that in case North Korea
collapsed the Chincse would intervene. They assume that China would be an obstacle in
the process of reunifying of the Korean peninsula in that “China would almost certainly
try to intervene to sustain North Korea as a buffer zone.” They believe that the survival
of the North Korean regime is at the top of China’s security agenda because the
establishment of a pro-Western (read “pro-U.S.”) regime “would not be a good situation
for China.” They cven suggest that China could interfere with ROK-U.S. opcrations in
the Ycllow Sea (West Sea to the Koreans) in case of a North Korcan contingency.

Thce ROKN is planning for a North Korean regime collapse. It recognizes that there will
be interactions between the PLAN and ROKN in the Yellow Sea as large numbers of
refugees trying to escape from North Korea will take to the sea.

The need to coordinate on refugecs and on problems of illcgal fishing and smuggling is
the rationale behind the decision to establish (still not completed) a hot-line betwcen the
ROKN Second Fleet and the PLAN North Sea Fleet. This author suspects that the
ROKN wants this dialogue more than China does. Hence, it provides Beijing leverage
with the ROKN it could use to obtain “concessions” from the ROKN--concessions that
could negativcly impact U.S./USN interests.

On the other hand, thc apparent working assumption that China will act in ways counter
to ROK intercsts should North Korea collapse, in combination with the historic dispute
over Koguryo, gencratcs a strategic predisposition by the ROK to hedge its bets with
China by sustaining a strong ROK-U.S. alliance. So long as a clear path toward
reunification is not evident, ROK officers are likely to remain conflicted about their
relationship with China since it is China that is perpetuating the North Korean regime
by its economic and political support.

Other ROKN Concerns About China

The ROKN has specific concerns about thc PLAN, starting with the fact that a Chinese
attack on Taiwan would endanger commercial traffic plying the SLOC’s near Taiwan
that the ROK depends upon.

Next, the ROKN has angst over the large number of excessive maritime claims that the
PRC maintains in the South and East China Seas. There is a two-fold concern: first,
that these claims will ripen into new restrictions on navigation and over flight in arcas
now regarded as the high scas; and second, the process of making ncw cxcessive claims
could emboldcn more states to do the same in order to enhance thcir “sccurity” or gain
control over ocean rcsources (cspecially oil and gas) The escalation of excessive claims



escalation is ongoing and, if left unchecked, could become a source of regional conflict
which would necessarily affect thc ROK.

In a related point, the ROK and China disagree over how to demarcate the continental
shelf and overlapping EEZ’s in the Ycllow Sea. Finally, the operating areas of the
PLAN and ROKN overlap in the Yellow and East China seas, and the ROKN worrics
about deconflicting those operations—especially water spacc management in the case of
submarinc operations. This is another good reason for the fleet-to-fleet hot-line, but
given the inherent scnsitivity surrounding the specifics of submarinc ops that all navics
share, this is likely to remain more of an aspiration than a reality since the PLAN will
probably not reveal anything significant to a US treaty ally.

What the ROKN Wants: A Common Strategic Vision With the USN

The ROKN conference attendees made it clear it is very intent on developing a
“common strategic vision” with the USN. What this means, in their terms is a “vision”
that addresses security situations both on the Korean peninsula as well as in the region,
and will rcquire close coordination at the strategic policy level. What this means for any
USN interlocutor is that discussions with ROKN countcrparts should not be limitcd to
defense of Korea alone. The ROKN hopes they can addrcss broader issues such as
trilatcral cooperation with Japan, shared assessments of Chinese intentions, cooperation
on non-traditional maritime security issues, including piracy, disaster relief, SLOC
security and the like. The ROKN will be particularly keen to discuss SLOC security
issues since that is one of the main arguments thcy use to rationalize the development of
a blue-water navy.

The ROKN also hopes for a singlc OPLAN that flows from the common strategic vision
so that both navies can cope with both war with North Korea and the more likely regime
instabilitics. Given ROKN conccrns about Chinese involvement or intervention, the
ROKN-USN discussions on this topic will undoubtedly be very sensitive, and, to be
effective, must also bc very candid.

For ROKN-USN opecrations to be effective, the ROKN recognizes that achieving a
“perfect interoperability” between the C4I systems is required. This perfect
interoperability must include real-time information sharing and common maritime
domain awarencss.

Finally, in the ROKN’s words, it wants the USN to join it in “leading” the PLAN toward
building habits of cooperation through trilateral ROK-U.S.-China naval cooperation. It
also wants the USN to involve the PLAN in its multilatcral exercises such as RIMPAC.
This comment suggests that USN interlocutors nced to make certain that ROKN
counterparts are aware of the initiatives that the USN has taken along these lines over the
past few years.



Concluding Thoughts

Thce overall alliance relationship with the ROK is becoming increasingly complicated.
As the alliance evolves over the next few ycars to become morc regional and global,
that in turn will crcatc angst in Beijing that will be communicated down through the
PLA and through thc on-going vehicle of ROK-PRC scnior military dialogues to the
ROKN. This will in turn make the ROK military, including of course thc ROKN,
becomc more conflicted as it secks to balance its relationship with the U.S. and China.

For both political and security reasons this need to balancc may make it far more
difficult to move ahead on the legitimate ROKN desire to have a “common operational
system” with the USN. Howevcr, having such a system in place is in thc national
intercst of the United States because preserving a strong U.S.-ROK alliancc is in the
national interest.

For a half-century army-to-army intcraction has been the central fcaturc of military
rclationship. Now, as the alliance cvolves into one with greater regional and
international scope it will of neccssity increasingly rest on a strong foundation of navy
to navy cooperation—which will be a historic departure for both navics. To achievc a
common stratcgic vision, U.S. interlocutors will need a clear vision of wherc the United
Statcs wants to be in its alliance with South Korea, as well as paticnce while thc ROK
sorts through its own issucs with China, and, it must be added, with Japan.

To assist in developing this vision it may be useful for the Commander, U.S. Pacific
Fleet to sponsor a series of “Common Strategic Vision Workshops” at the Track 11
level. The current KIMS-CNA relationship could potentially morph into such a projcct.
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Extending the First Line of Defense: China’s Naval Strategy
and Development Prospects

By Frederic Vellucci Jr.'

The PLAN is the first line of defense (shoudang gichong; ¥ *43trt) for protecting
China’s sovereignty, territorial integrity, and maritime rights and interests. The
PLA’s traditional structure as a ‘continental military’ (dalu jun, KEE%E) is
unsuitable for the present situation and tasks. [The PLA] must increase its
expenditure for navy modernization.

-PLAN Political Department Deputy Director RADM Yao Wenhuai, July 2007

l. Introduction

China and the world have both undergone fundamental changes since Beijing issued its
current military strategy more than 15 years ago in 1993.% The conditions under which
China formulated its current “offshore defense” naval strategy in 1986 are even more
remote from Beijing’s current concerns and threat perceptions. In response to
fundamental changes both domestically within China as well as internationally, the
Central Military Commission has twice adjusted China’s national military strategy — the
Military Strategic Guidelines — in the past six years. These recent adjustments have
significantly altered China’s calculus on the roles and value of its navy and have raised
the PLAN’s status as a service, relative to its past, by:

» Expanding PLAN rolcs and missions for protecting China’s incrcasingly
important maritime and overseas economic interests

» Increasing the PLAN’s priority for modernization
» Weighing a potential strategic transition from “offshore” to “open ocean” defense

» Emphasizing military operations other than war (MOOTW) including fighting
terrorism, and conducting peacekeeping and humanitarian assistance operations,
in addition to combat missions, as key PLA missions

Domestically, Beijing’s model of export-led growth and development has transformed
China from a local power with regional interests into a regional power with global
interests. As the Military Strategic Guidelines have evolved in response to this
fundamental change, the PLAN’s status, roles, and missions have been continuously
evolving. During this time, the PLAN’s core missions have shifted from ‘“‘continental
defense,” to “ensuring unification and defending maritime rights and interests,” and most

" The author is a CNA China Studies analyst and can be reached at vellucf@cna.org. The views expressed
in this paper are solely those of the author, and do not represent the views or opinions of CNA.

? Yao Wenhuai, “Jianshe Qiangda Haijun, Weihu Woguo Haiyang Zhanlue Liyi” (Build a Powerful Navy,
Defend China’s Maritime Strategic Interests), Guofang, 2007 no. 7, p. 4.

* For an excellent introduction to China’s military strategy see: David M. Finkelstein, “China’s National
Military Strategy: An Overview of the ‘Military Strategic Guidelines”, in Roy Kamphausen and Andrew
Scobell, Eds, Right-Sizing the People’s Liberation Army: Exploring the Contours of China’s Military, U.S.
Army War College Press, September 2007



recently to serving as the “first line of defense” for safeguarding China’s economic
growth and expanding national interests.

Intcrnationally, changes in the nature of warfare created a requircment for an expanded
naval capability to provide strategic depth in defensc of thc Chinese homeland in a future
informationized war. The 2002 adjustment to the Military Strategic Guidelines was a
response to the changing nature of warfare as thc PLA perceived it. Since thc PLAN
would likely be involved in the opening moments of a future war, the navy has acquired a
priority for advanced weapons and equipment.

To understand how these evolving concerns and changes are shaping China’s naval
strategy and related naval modernization, we must first understand how that strategy is
formulated and adjusted. The contents of China’s military strategy are contained in a
collection of guiding policy documents and speeches known as the Military Strategic
Guidelines for the New Period (xin shiqi junshi zhanlue fangzhen, b+ S8R i741).
The Chinese navy’s strategy, known as the “offshore defense” (jinhai fangyu zhanlue; &
#Bif%#), is a subcomponent of the broader Military Strategic Guidelines.* The Central
Military Commission first issued this strategy more than 22 years ago in 1986.

This paper will first outline the key components of the Military Strategic Guidelines as
they relate to the PLAN. Understanding how rising maritime security concerns have
affected recent adjustments to the key components of the Military Strategic Guidelines
will provide a course for plotting the PLAN’s near-term developmental trajectory. Next,
the paper will describe each of the adjustments to the Military Strategic Guidelines
between 1993 and the present as they relate to the PLAN. Finally, this paper will analyze
how rising status for the PLAN has manifested itself in terms of expandcd missions.
Tracking the drivers and outputs of adjustments to the Guidelines reveals clear and
unambiguous information concerning China’s intentions for modernizing its forces and
the ways it is most likely to use those increasing capabilities.

. Current PLA Strategy: the Military Strategic Guidelines for the New
Period’

China’s current military strategy, the “Military Strategic Guidelines for the New Period’
was promulgatcd by then Central Military Commission (CMC) Chairman Jiang Zemin on
January 13, 1993 at an expanded CMC mecting.® While the Military Strategic Guidelines
provide overall guidance on strategic issues for the entire PLA, there is a subcomponent
of the Guidelines that applies exclusively to the PLA Navy. As a subordinate component
of China’s national military strategy, China’s naval stratcgy is bound by the same

* Yang Huaiqing and Quan Xike, “Zhongguo Renmin Jiefangjun Haijun” (Chinese People’s Liberation
Army Navy), in Shi Yunsheng, ed., Zhongguo Haijun Baike Quanshu (China Navy Encyclopedia), Beijing:
Haichao Publishers, Vol. 2, December 1998, p. 1949.

5 This section draws heavily from Dr. David Finkelstein’s research on the Military Strategic Guidelines
outlined in his unpublished monograph, “China’s National Military Strategy Revisited.”

¢ “The International Situation and the Military Strategic Guidelines,” The Selected Works of Jiang Zemin,
Beijing: People’s Publishing House, August 2006 Volume 1, pp 278-294, cited in David M. Finkelstein,
“China’s National Military Strategy: An Overview of the ‘Military Strategic Guidelines’



guidance, missions, objectives, and programmatic initiatives laid out in the Military
Strategic Guidelines. The remainder of this section will introduce the key components of
China’s national military strategy that play a role in determining China’s naval strategy.

Key Components of the Military Strategic Guidelines
The key functions of the Military Strategic Guidelines are to communicate the PLA’s:’

1) Official strategic assessment (zhanlue panduan; &S F¥)

2) Contingency-based assessment; also known as the as the “Main Strategic
Direction” (zhuyao zhanlue fangxiang; ¥ E L8 75 17)

3) Capabilities-based assessment; also known as the “Military Combat Preparations”
(junshi douzheng zhunbei; %} FH#E %)

4) Strategic missions and objectives (zhanlue renwu he mubiao; H#&{£5 M Hix)
5) Guidance for military building (jundui jianshe; FFA##&) and “Navy Building”
(haijun jianshe; %% #¥%) programs

1) Presenting the strategic assessment

The strategic assessment deals with key global security trends, changes in China’s
security situation, changes in China’s domestic situation, and changes in the nature of
warfare itself. It answers the question, “what are the security implications of these trends
for China?”®

The Strategic Assessment is usually encapsulated in short statements summarizing the
current global situation. For example, the Strategic Assessment as of 2003 was reportedly,
“Peaceful overall, with localized warfare, calm overall with localized tensions, and
largely stable, with localized unrest”.’ At that time, then CMC Chairman Jiang Zemin
further elaborated that four major global trends that would continue to have a profound
impact on world peace and stability:

e The continuing conflict between unipolarity and multipolarity and the struggle
between hegemonism and anti-hegemonism

e The ever-quickening pace of economic globalization is leading to an
unsustainable level of global inequality

e The competition in advanced military technologies continues to get worse,
militaries around the world are engaged in strategic reassessments, and a serious
imbalance in global military forces is emerging

” David M. Finkelstein, “China’s National Military Strategy Revisited”

¥ See: David M. Finkelstein, “China’s National Military Strategy Revisited”

® General Political Department, “Jiang Zemin Guofang he Jundui Jianshe Sixiang Xuexi Gangyao™ (Study
Guide for Jiang Zemin’s Thinking on National Defense and Army Building), PLA Publishing House,
Beijing, July 2003, [Available on the Jiangxi Province National Defense Education Network,
http://gfjy.jiangxi.gov.cn; Accessed August 8, 2008] The Chinese for the above strategic assessment was:
(zongti heping, jubu zhanluan, zongti huanhe, jubu jinzhang, zongti wending, jubu dongdang; JAERF R &R
REL, QUEZERREEK, Q45RERBNG).




e Temitorial, ethnic, and religious conflicts in some countries and regions are
intensifying and leading to armed conflicts, local wars, and increasing numbers of
tcrrorist attacks

2) Issuing a contingency-based assessment: the “Main Strategic Direction”

This assessment outlines China’s most likely ncxt enemy, whcre a conflict would be most
likely to break out, and deals with how the PLA should deploy forces and make
preparations.'® In the mid- late-1980s this direction shifted away from the Soviet Union
to the coast line with no specific enemy identified."' Beginning at that time, China began
to place greater importance on the ocean and protecting China’s maritime rights and
interests.

The available evidence suggests that when the new Military Strategic Guidelines were
issued in 1993, the contingency-based assessment identified east and south toward the
ocean as the most likely zone of conflict. Initially, Taiwan was the primary concern
driving this decision. As then CMC Chairman Jiang Zemin noted in his January 1993
speech to the CMC announcing thc new Military Strategic Guidelines, “At present and
for the foreseeablc future, our priority in terms of military struggle is preventing Taiwan
from fomenting any great Taiwan independencc incidents.”'* Similarly, Academy of
Military Science researcher and Chinese Defense White Paper author Senior Colonel
Chen Zhou has reccntly noted:

The CMC’s main goal in shifting the strategic center (zhanlue zhongxin; His&H ()
from the [former Soviet Union] to the direction of the eastern and southern coasts
was to prevent a major “Taiwan independence” incident."?

While preventing Taiwan’s indcpendence was the main initial driver for fixing the Main
Strategic Direction on the ocean, China was also concerned about the rising importance
of its eastern seaboard for China’s economy. Furthermore, since 1993 China’s maritimc
economic interests have expanded to a sufficient level to raisc questions about Taiwan’s
predominant role in determining China’s naval strategy. This issue will be dealt with in
greater detail in part four, which outlines the impact of the New Historic Missions on
PLAN strategy.

3) Issuing the capabilities-based assessment: the “Military Combat “Preparations”

This assessment outlines the next typc of war the PLA belicves it is most likely to fight
and is a key driver for modernization program decisions.'* The PLAN component of this

1% See: David M. Finkelstein, “China’s National Military Strategy Revisited”

" Peng Guangqian, “The Development and History of Our Country’s Strategic Guidelines of an Active
Defense Since the Founding of the Nation,” in Peng Guanggian, Researching Questions of Chinese
Military Strategy, Liberation Army Publishing House, Beijing, January 2006, pp. 86-104, Zhongguo Junshi
Zhanlue Wenti Yanjiu. This chapter was derived from a lecture Peng delivered at the Academy of Military
Science in 1993.

' Jiang Zemin speech to the CMC on January 13, 1993

' Chen Zhou, “Shilun Zhongguo Weihu Heping Fazhan de Fangyu Xing Guofang Zhengce” (An Analysis
of China’s Defensive National Defense Policy of Protecting Peace and Development), Zhongguo Junshi
Kexue, 2007 no. 6, p. 3.

'* See: David M. Finkelstein, “China’s National Military Strategy Revisited”



assessment is closely related to the PLAN’s strategic missions and objectives and is
“geared toward the most serious and most likely threats facing China’s strategie
interests.”’* When Jiang Zemin issued the Military Strategic Guidelines for the New
Period in 1993, the capabilitics-based assessment focused on “local wars under modern
technological, especially high-tech, conditions.”'® This guidance was based on thc
CMC’s assessment of the rcvolution in military affairs (RMA) demonstrated in the 1991
Gulf War. Significantly, this component of the Military Strategic Guidelines was rccently
adjusted in 2002 at an cxpanded meeting of the CMC. The details of this adjustment and
its implications for the PLAN will be discussed in greater detail below.

4) Articulating the military’s strategic missions and objectives

These are the strategic-level missions assigned by the Party-state to the PLA.!” Strategic
Missions and Objectives outline the ways in which the might be utilized determine the
direetion of military modernization and the ways in which the PLA will be utilized.'® One
PLA Navy officer writing in 2004 deseribed the PLAN’s strategic missions and
objeetives (haijun zhanlue shiming renwu;, ¥ F RIS A{155) as follows:

¢ Protecting and defending national security interests and development intercsts in
the maritime direetion

¢ Protecting national sovereignty and maritime rights and interests
¢ Ensuring unification of the motherland and proteeting social stability

e Participating in foreign affairs activities and supporting the state’s diplomatie
objectives

J Providing a reliable security guarantee for the state’s national development
1
strategy

5) Issuing guidance for military building and navy building

Military building and navy building are the programmatic realization of the other
components listed above.?’ Because navy building refers to the institutional and hardwarc
modernization programs keyed to national defense requirements and objeetives, this
ecomponent of the Military Strategic Guidelines is most likely adjustcd whenever any
other component is adjusted. For example, as a result of a new capabilities-based
assessment in 2002 which dirceted the PLA to focus on long-range precision wcapons,

"> Quan Jinfu, “Xin Shiji Woguo Haijun Zhanlue Lilun de Chuangxin Fazhan” (The Innovations and
Development of the Chinese Navy's Strategy Theory in the New Century), Journal of PLA Nanjing
Institute of Politics, 2004 No. 3, p. 84. The PLAN’s capabilities-based assessment is known as the PLAN
Military Preparations Key Points (haijun junshi zhunbei jidian; # % % 38t & 3¢ ).

'® Jiang Zemin, “Lun Zhongguo Tese Junshi Biange” (Discussing the Military Transformation with Chinese
Characteristics), in Jiang Zemin, ed., Jiang Zemin Wenzhai (Selected Works of Jiang Zemin), People’s
Publishing, Beijing, 2006, pp. 576-83.

'7 See: David M. Finkelstein, “China’s National Military Strategy Revisited”

'8 Quan Jinfu, /bid, p 84.

" Ibid,

20 See: David M. Finkelstein, “China’s National Military Strategy Revisited”



naval modernization objectives were adjusted to focus on developing “comprehensive
offshore campaign” capabilities to extend “strategic depth.”*!

The following section will discuss how the PLAN’s roles and status have evolved under
the current version of the Military Strategic Guidelines. It will show that as a result of
two recent adjustments to the Guidelines in 2002 and 2004, the PLAN has acquired
increased status as a strategic service as well as an expanding portfolio of roles and
missions.

Ill. Increasing Roles and Status of the PLAN under the Military
Strategic Guidelines for the New Period: 1993-Present

China’s current Military Strategic Guidelines have evolved between 1993 and the present
to account both for changes in the nature of warfare as well as China’s expanded national
interests in a globalizing world, and China’s growing comprehensive national power.
Throughout this time pcriod, the PLAN’s status, roles, and missions have continued to
increase in importance. This section will outline the evolution of the Military Strategic
Guidelines between 1993 and the present and analyze the effects that two recent
adjustments to those Guidelines have had on China’s naval strategy. An analysis of
PLAN strategy during this time period reveals that the degree of status and range of
missions assigned to the PLAN have both expanded proportionate to the growth of
China’s economy and international trade.

1993: Unprecedented focus on the oceans

The PLAN’s status as a strategic PLA service rose immediately when Jiang Zemin issued
the Military Strategic Guidelines for the New Period in 1993. As a result of the strategic
assessment contained within those Guidelines, in 1993 China identified the eastcrn and
southern seaboards facing the ocean as the region where China would most likely become
involved in a conflict. This assessment was based on a number of new security concerns
including new trends in domestic Taiwanese politics, the collapsc of the Soviet Union,
increasing maritime sovcreignty disputes, the rising importance of China’s maritime
economy, and growing dependence on maritime trade. In 2000, then PLAN Political
Commissar Yang Huaiqing described Jiang Zemin’s 1993 Strategic Assessment that
placed greater emphasis on the strategic importance of the maritime domain:

Jiang Zemin conducted a scientific assessment of the regional maritime security
environment in light of the geographic fact that China is both a continental great
power (ludi daguo; Fi#iK[H) as well as a coastal great power (binhai daguo; it
AKH). Jiang pointed out that following the end of the Cold War, the international
strategic structure has moved closer toward multipolarity, maritime disputes are
becoming more intense and complicated, and the maritime environment has
already become a field of intense competition and contention between all nations.
As a result of this situation, it is impossible to ignore the numerous actual and
potential threats confronting China from the maritime direction. The Navy will

%! Xinhua, “China’s National Defense in 2004”, Section Three, Revolution in Military Affairs with Chinese
Characteristics.



play an extremely important role in a future war. The sea is the important
strategic direction (zhongyao zhanlue fangxiang;, ¥ #4857 /) of China's
security, and it is the Navy’s primary mission to defend China from the seas.

One PLAN captain studying at China’s National Defense University in 1999 similarly
noted: “[In the early 1990s] new maritime security challenges, combincd with China’s
continuously rising national power placed the PLAN in an important strate%ie position
facing the Main Strategic Direction (zhuyao zhanlue fangxiang; Y- B &8 i fi).”

Following the promulgation of the 1993 Military Strategic Guidelines, the PLAN’s
Strategic Guidclines (haijun zhanlue fangzhen; ¥ % & 8% J7 #1') underwent a major
readjustment and the core of PLAN strategy shifted from “Contincntal Defense” (baowei
dalu; 1% T XF) to “Ensuring Unification and Defending Maritime Rights and Interests”
(weihu tongyi, hanwei haiquan; % ¥ % -, 4 P i#3#).** As China’s export-oriented
cconomy continued to grow throughout the 1990s, the PLAN econtinued to aequire
inereased status as a result of its new role as “protector of China’s maritime economie
rights and interests.” The PLAN eaptain cited above also noted that,

The importance of maritime shipping for China’s opening to the outside world,
the importance of maritime industries and maritime resources for China’s future
economic development, as well as lingering sovereignty disputes with several
nations all served to emphasize the PLAN’s importance as protector of national
maritime economic rights and interests (weihu guojia haishang jingji liyi, 44 H
X i - 447 #)21) and the necessity of constructing a powerful PLAN.”

This initial 1993 decision to adjust the PLA’s contingency-based assessment because of
thc importance of Taiwan and protecting China’s growing maritime rights and interests
was reinforced three years later during both the 1995-1996 Taiwan Strait Missile Crisis
as well as rising tensions over territorial disputes in the South China Sea.

2002: Seeking Strategic Depth in Informationized Wars

The first confirmed adjustment to the Military Strategic Guidelines for the New Period
oecurred in December 2002 when the CMC adjusted its guidance on Military Combat
Preparations after assessing United States’ operations in Kosovo (1999) and Afghanistan
(2001-2002).%° Based on its continuing studics of modcm warfarc between 1993 and

2 Yang Huaiqing, “Zhidao Renmin Haijun Jianshe de Qiangda Sixiang Wuqi: Xuexi Jiang Zemin Guanyu
Haijun Jianshe de Zhongyao Sixiang” (The Great Ideological Weapon Guiding Construction of the
People’s Navy: Studying Jiang Zemin’s Important Thinking on Naval Construction), Qiushi Zazhi, August
2000, no. 15, pp. 26-29. Emphasis added.

¥ Wang Zaiqing, “Qianxi Xin Shigi Zhongguo Haijun Zhanlue Yunyong de Zhuanbian” (A Preliminary
Analysis of Changes in the Strategic Uses of the Chinese Navy in the New Period), Junshi Lishi, (Beijing:
Academy of Military Science Press), 1999 no 3, p. 34.

* Ibid.

% Ibid.

% Jiang Zemin, “Lun Zhongguo Tese Junshi Biange” (Discussing the Military Transformation with Chinese
Characteristics), in Jiang Zemin, ed., Jiang Zemin Wenzhai (Selected Works of Jiang Zemin), People’s
Publishing, Beijing, 2006, p. 580; As noted recently in Junshi Kexue, “Adjustments to the Military Combat



2002, the PLA concluded that informationization is now the core of high-tech warfare.”’
As a result, at a December 2002 expanded CMC meeting, Jiang Zemin adjusted the
PLA’s capabilities-based assessment to focus on “local war under modern

informationized conditions,” instead of “local war under modern high-tech conditions” as
it had been since 1993.

At an expanded meeting of the CMC in December 2002, Jiang Zemin gave a speech
explaining the PLA’s new responsibility to prepare for informationized wars noting that
the PLA must shift thc focus of its modernization in response to the following four
ongoing trends in modern warfare. Jiang stated:

e First, informationized weapons and equipmcnt will become the key determinant
of military combat capability (jundui zuozhan nengli; ZAEHEES). .. Striving for
information superiority (xinxi youshi; {7 BAL%) has become thc focus of warfare,
and information dominance (zhi xinxi quan; #1158 4) is the key to seizing...
maritime dominance (zhihai quan; #1##4%) and dominancc in other combat spaces.

¢ Second, non-contact and nonlinear operations will bccome an important form of
combat. Informationizcd weapons and equipment are capable of overcoming the
enemy’s defense zone and natural geographic protcction, directly carrying out
mid-long range precision attacks against in-depth targets... Thc attacking side no
longer focuses on annihilating the enemy’s effcctive strength, but instead utilizes
key point strikes against the enemy’s reconnaissance and early warning,
command and control, and air defense systems to paralyze the opponent’s entire
combat system, destroy his latent power for war and his national will to fight, and
achieve the strategic objective. If the defending side lacks medium- and long
range non-contact attack means, then even if it has numcrous mechanized juntuan,
it will be a force without many capabilities to rctaliatc.

e Third, systems confrontation (xitong duikang, %%i*t#1) will become the basic
characteristic of battlcfield confrontation. Informationized wars no longer involve
confrontations between individual combat elcments but arc confrontations
betwecn integratcd combat systems composed of opcrational platforms, weapon
systems, intelligencc, reconnaissance, control, and logistics support systems.

e Fourth, spacc will bccome thc strategic high-point of international military
competition.”®

The 2002 adjustment to the Military Strategic Guidelines outlined above had a number of
implications for PLAN strategy. First, as noted in Jiang’s first trend, information
dominance (zhi xinxi quan; {5 B840 has become the key to attaining command of the sea
(zhihai quan; #|# ). This fact, combined with the increased need for long-range
precision attack capabilities implied a need for new advanced PLAN weapons and

Preparations constitute an adjustment to the Military Strategic Guidelines.” See: Qiu Guijin, Wu Jifeng,
and Zhang Liang, “Shilun Junshi Douzheng Zhunbei Jidian de Zhuanbian” (Discussion of the Military
Combat Preparations Key Points Transformation), Zhongguo Junshi Kexue, 2008 No. 1, p. 85

*" Shan Xiufa, Jiang Zemin Guofang he Jundui Jianshe Sixiang Yanjiu (Studying Jiang Zemin Thought on
National Defense and Army Building), Beijing, Academy of Military Science Press, April 2004, pp. 72-88
* Jiang Zemin, Ibid, p. 580.



equipment. In other words, unless China possesses these new informationized long-range
attack capabilities, China would be “without many capabilities to retaliate” or defend
itself in a future informationized war. While the PLA could acquire either land- or sca-
based versions of the type of long-range attack eapabilities Jiang deseribed above, there 1s
evidence that Jiang’s speech has been factored into PLAN modernization goals. For
example, China’s 2004 Defense White Paper noted that the PLAN has already made
some initial progress preparing for “non-contact, nonlinear operations” and “has
expanded the space and extended the depth for its offshore defensive operations.”

One recent Junshi Kexue article provides a glimpse into the types of capabilities the
PLAN may be attempting to acquire. The article noted that the methods of naval military
combat are undergoing profound changes as a result of the proliferation of information
technologies on the naval battleficld and went on to note that these changes will be
manifested in the following aspeets:*’

1) Seaboard-focused operations (xiang ‘an xing zuozhan; i F¥EtERL) will become a
new strategic choiee (zhanlue xuanze; % i£+%) of naval combat as global eities,
industry, and populations are increasingly concentrated along the world’s
maritime coastlines. As a result, blockades, amphibious operations, and enforcing
“no sailing” and “no fly” zones will become increasingly important methods of
military combat preparation (junshi douzheng zhunbei; % 4} F+ %)

2) “Net-centric warfarc” (wangluo zhongxin zhan; M .alk), rather than combat
platforms (zuozhan pingtai; 1F & ¥ &) [i.e. vessels], will be most eritical for
attaining command of the sea (zhihai quan; L)

3) The naval battleficld will expand into multiple dimensions including outer space
and the electromagnetic spectrum

4) “Non-contact” (fei jiechu; 1:#fi) long-range preeision strikes will become the
primary battle method (zhanfa; &%) of future naval wars

5) Intcgrated “soft-kill” (ruan shashang; ¥%%45) and “hard kill” (ying cuihui; #i#5%)
strikes will become deeisive in naval battles

The 2002 adjustment was a response to the changing nature of warfare and represents
Beijing’s efforts to transform the PLA into a foree capable of fighting and winning such
wars. The following section will consider Beijing’s recognition that the PLA in general
and the PLAN in particular must be prepared to protcct China’s cxpanding interests in a
globalized world.

2004 Defense White Paper.
** Tang Fuquan and Wu Yi, “Zhongguo Haifang Zhanlue Tanyao” (A Discussion of China’s Maritime
Defense Strategy), Zhongguo Junshi Kexue, 2007 no 5, p. 94



2004: New strategic missions and objectives

On December 24, 2004, recently-promoted CMC Chairman Hu Jintao announced a new
set of Strategic Missions and Objectives for the Chinese armed forces.”’ These new
missions, officially known as the Historic Missions of the Armed Forces in the New
Period of the New Century (xin shiji xin jieduan wojun lishi shiming; #it&H M BEREN
$4#4w), have adjusted the Military Strategic Guidelines to account for a geographic and
functional broadening of China’s perceived national security interests. Among other
things, the Historic Missions task the PLA with a new responsibility for maritime, spacc,
and electromagnetic spectrum security, and include a heightened emphasis on non-
traditional security issues.

Following Hu Jintao’s 2004 promulgation of the Historic Missions, the PLA’s strategic
missions and Objectives now include the following:*?

1) Consolidating the ruling status of the Chinese Communist Party.

2) Ensuring China’s sovereignty, tcrritorial integrity, and domestic security during
its “strategic opportunity period.”*® This includes responsibility for dealing with
Taiwanese and ethnic separatist issues, non-traditional security issues, territorial
land and maritime disputes, and domestic social security problems.**

3) Safeguarding China’s expanding national interests. This mission calls on the
armed forces to broaden their view of security to account for China’s growing
national interests. This refers to resource security, sea lane of communication
(SLOC) security, and maritime rights and interests. It also calls on PLA to
consider the security of China’s overseas investments and presence.

4) Helping to ensure world peace. To accomplish this goal the Historic Missions call
upon the armed forces to both increase participation in international security
activities (such as peacekeeping, search and rescue, and anti-terror operations) as
well as to improve its military capabilities to “deal with crises, safeguard peace,
contain war, and win a war’™>’

By comparison, when the Military Strategic Guidelines for the New Period were issued
in 1993, the PLA’s strategic missions and objectives included only the second mission
listed above (ensuring China’s sovereignty, territorial integrity, and domcstic security) as

31 For additional information on the Chinese Armed Force’s New Historic Missions, see Daniel Hartnett’s
unpublished paper, “Towards a Globally Focused Chinese Military: The Historic Missions of the Chinese
Armed Forces,” Summer 2008.

*? Sun Kejia, Liu Feng, Liu Yang, Lin Peisong, eds., Zhongshi Luxing Xin Shiji Xin Jieduan Wojun Lishi
Shiming (Faithfully Carrying Out Our Military’s Historic Missions in the New Period of the New Century),
Haichao Publishing, Beijing 2006, pp. 31-35.

33 The phrase “strategic opportunity period” (zhanlue jiyu qi; (B HLBHA) is a standard term that refers to a
period when various international and domestic factors create a positive environment for a nation’s
economic and social development. Jiang Zemin first used this term during his report to the 16" Party
Congress (November 8, 2002) in reference to the first 20 years of the 21* century.

** Sun Kejia, et al., Ibid, pp. 102-126.

3% Wang Zhaohai, “Qieshi Jianfu Qi Xin Shiji Xin Jieduan Wojun de Lishi Shiming” (Honestly Undertake
the Historic Missions of Our Armed Forces in the New Period of the New Century), Qiushi, 2005 no 23, p.
25.
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well as one component of the third mission (protecting maritime rights and interests).*®
While the implications of adding the first mission to consolidate CCP rule are beyond the
scope of this paper, it is significant to note that both thc expandcd third mission as well as
the new fourth mission fall heavily within the PLAN’s purview.

Importantly, the New Historic Missions have only adjusted and expanded the original
1993 list of PLA roles and missions. China remains concerned with the same issues it
faced in 1993, including Taiwan and domestic stability. However, China is now much
more integrated with the global economy in 2007 than it was in 1993. As China’s 2006
Defense White Paper noted, “Never before has China been so closely bound up with the
rest of the world as it is today.””’ For example, the total value of China’s trade in 1993
was USD 600 billion, and representcd just 3% of global trade. By 2007, these numbers
had inereased to USD 2 trillion and 8% respcctively (See Figure 1, below). As a result of
this increased integration with the world economy, the security of China’s development
intercsts has bccome a larger concern. As Academy of Military Science researcher and
Chinese Defense White Paper author Scnior Colonel Chen Zhou has noted,

From the angle of long-term development, the issue of sovereignty and national
unification remains grave, but the issue of development has risen to one that
affects the overall situation of national security.38

As an adjustment to China’s Military Strategic Guidelines, the New Historic Missions
constituted Beijing’s recognition of the fact that between 1993 and 2004, China’s security
requirements had expanded in both quantitative and qualitative terms. Compared with
1993, China now has more interests spread all over the world that are subject to
increasing numbers and types of sccurity threats. As Shijiazhuang Army Command
Academy Deputy Political Commissar Liu Jingsheng reeently noted:

In the new century and the new period, along with the deepening changes to both
the international situation as well as domestic society, China’s influence in the
world has been constantly expanding. At the same time however, external factors
that would restrict development and negatively affect security are also on the rise
and protecting national security and the interests of development (fazhan liyi, %

J&F)2) has become increasingly difficult.*®

*® Sun Kejia, et al., /bid., pp. 31-35. David M. Finkelstein, “China’s National Military Strategy Revisited”
*" China’s National Defense in 2006

* Chen Zhou, /bid, p. 6.

¥ Liu Jingsheng, /bid., p. 100.
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Figure 1. China's trade and its share of world trade, 1993-2007
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While Chinese interests have becn expanding, in recent years the types of challenges to
these expanding interests both at home and abroad have been changing in fundamental
ways and now include the increasing threat of transnational non-traditional security
issues terrorism, piracy, smuggling, drug trafficking, and emergency natural disaster
relief. According to CMC Vice Chairman Xu Caihou, Hu Jintao’s New Historic Missions
are a specific response to these new types of security challenges.*

On December 27, 2004, just three days after announcing the Historic Missions at the
expanded CMC meeting, Hu Jintao spoke at the 10" PLAN Party Congress in Beijing
where he called upon the PLAN to create a powerful navy that is capable of executing the
Historic Missions in the New Century and New Period.*' As a sign of the importance
attached to the PLAN’s role in these new missions, the entire Central Military
Commission Standing Committee was in attendance at this PLAN Party committee
meeting.42 During his speech, Hu called on the PLAN to comprehensively transform the
way it conducts navy building (haijun jianshe zhengti zhuanxing, #E R R EAHEHER) and
increase the PLAN’s defensive informationized operational capabilities.*’

40 Cao Zhi, “CMC Leader Xu Caihou Calls for Studying Hu Jintao’s Exposition on PLA Missions,” Xinhua,
September 20, 2005
*! Yao Wenhuai, Ibid., pp. 1-2.
2 Xinhua, “Hu Jintao Qiangdiao Duanzao Shiying Lishi Shiming Yaoqiu de Qiangda Renmin Haijun” (Hu
Jintao Calls for the Creation of a Powerful Navy Capable of Executing the Historic Missions), December
4237, 2006, http://news.xinhua.com/politics/2006-12/27/content_5539079.htm [Accessed July 7, 2008]

1bid.
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The following section will outline the New Historic Missions’ impact on Chincse naval
strategy.

IV. PLAN Strategy in the New Century: the “First Line of Defense”
This section will outline the effects of the New Historic Missions on thc PLAN to include:

e Adjusting PLAN strategy within thc larger context of the Military Strategic
Guidelines

e Incrcasing the numbers and types of missions assigned to the PLAN
e Raising thc PLAN’s status as a strategic service and priority for modernization

e Increasing thc cmphasis on non-traditional seeurity and military opcrations other
than war

¢ Initiating a debate about “offshore” vs. “opcn occan” defense
The following scetion will diseuss each of thcse five issues in greater dctail.

Readjust PLAN strategy as defined in the Military Strategic Guidelines

The Historic Missions have readjusted China’s naval strategy within thc larger context of
PLA strategy as dcfined in the Military Strategic Guidelines.** They clearly link maritime
seeurity with national security, they link maritime rights and interests with national
strategic interests, and they link the creation of a more powerful PLAN with the
preservation of world peace and stability. According to PLAN Political Commissar Hu
Yanlin, the Historic Missions provided the PLAN with new guidance concerning:*

e The corrcct oricntation of navy modernization (haijun jianshe de zhengque
Sangxiang; &% B K EH T 1)

e The stratcgic objectives of navy dcvelopment (haijun fazhan de zhanlue mubiao;
HHE R BRI Hbr). These strategie objeetives include constructing a PLAN
capable of protecting China’s security and development interests (fazhan liyi; % J&
Fl#%) in thc maritime direction, a PLAN whose power is commensuratc with
China’s international status, one that is capable of containing and winning
potential loeal maritime wars under informationized conditions, and is capablc of
effectively exeeuting the PLAN’s historic missions in the new period of the new
century.

e Higher standards for PLAN modernization and capabilitics acquisitions (haijun
xiandai hua he junshi douzheng zhunbei, EERARMAE F L FHER)

“ Hu Yanlin, “Weirao Luxing Wojun Lishi Shiming Jiagiang Haijun Sixiang Zhengzhi Jianshe”
(Strengthening PLAN ldeological and Political Construction Concerning the Implementation of the Armed
Forces’ Historic Missions), Qiushi, 2006 No 2, p. 45

* Ibid, p. 44
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Increased numbers and types of missions assigned to the PLAN

As a result of the Historic Missions, the PLAN has been assigned new roles and missions
for protecting China’s increasingly important maritime and overseas economic interests.*®

As PLAN Commander Wu Shengli and Political Commissar Hu Yanlin noted in 2007,
these missions include:

e Protecting the security of normal fishing production, maritime resource
exploitation, maritime surveying and scientific investigation

o Guaranteeing the security of transportation and shipping and the strategic lanes
for energy resources

e Ensuring China’s jurisdiction over adjacent areas (pilian qu; Bit % [X ), the
continental shelf, and the exclusive economic zone

e Providing effective protection for China’s maritime rights and interests.*’

Chinese security analysts increasingly recognize the sea and the need for sea power are as
vital for China’s continued development. China’s maritime economy accounted for ten
percent of Chinese GDP in 2007, up from 4 percent in 2001 and that percentage is
growing (See Figure 2, below). Problems exist, however, because much of China’s
claimed maritime territory is exploited or controlled by other nations. By strengthening
the PLAN, China believes that it can bolster claims to the disputed maritime territory and
resources in the Asia Pacific region.”® The Chinese Academy of Military Science (AMS)
War Theories and Strategic Studies Department argued that these resources are the sole
guarantee for China’s continued economic development.*’

* Lu Hongzhe, “Renging Haijun Jianshe he Fazhan de Shidai Tezheng, Cengqiang Luxing Wojun Lishi
Shiming de Jinpo Gan he Zeren Gan” (Clearly Understand the Characteristics of the Era for Navy Building
and Development: Strengthening the Sense of Urgency and Responsibility in Carrying out the PLA’s
Historic Missions), Harbin Engineering University Navy Selection Office (haijun xuanpeiban; #&F1E 8 71),
May 28, 2006, http: xue.cn/quofangshichuang/ShowArticle asp?ArticlelD=13761 [Accessed: August 12, 2008]
“ Wu Shengli and Hu Yanlin, “Duanzao Sheying Wojun Lishi Shiming Yaoqiu de Qiangda Renmin
Haijun” (Building a Powerful PLA Navy that Meets the Requirements of Our Army’s Historic Missions),
Qiushi, July 16, 2007, No. 14

* Gao Xinsheng, “Zhongguo Guofang Fazhan Mianlin de Zhuyao Tiaozhan yu Zhance” (Main Challenges
and Countermeasures facing China’s Maritime Defense Development), Guofang, no. 11, 2005, p. 63

¥ Ge Dongsheng, ed., Guojia Anquan Zhanlue Lun (Theory of National Security Strategy), Military
Science Press, Beijing, 2006, p. 223. This book was written by the War Theories and Strategic Studies
Department of the Academy of Military Science, thus increasing its authoritativeness.
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Figure 2. Maritime economy and its share ofChina's total GDP, 1995-2007
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Source: http://www.soa.gov.cn/hyjww/hy gb/hyjjtigb/A020702index_1.htm; http://www.nany.gov.cn/hyj/zl/z15.htm:
http://www.cas.ac.cn/html/Dir/2002/04/11/6012.htm;

http://www .wanfangdata.com.cn/gikan/Periodical. Articles/yhqyykj/yhqy99/yhqy9901/990110.htm

While the importance of maritime rights and interests has been an issue for the PLAN
since the early 1990s, there is now an added emphasis on increasing types of maritime
interests located further from China’s shores. These interests include energy security, sea
line of communication security, as well as the security of Chinese cconomic interests
located abroad. For example, China’s dependence on crude oil imports has risen from 8
percent in 1994 to 48 percent in 2007 (See Figure 3, below).”® The 2006 AMS volume
Theory of National Security Strategy highlighted the importance of thcse overseas
interests when it noted,

% While Chinese government officials and security analysts frequently cite this statistic it is important to
note that China’s imported oil provides no more than 10 percent of its total energy needs. For an excellent
analysis of China’s energy security concems see: Bernard D. Cole, Sea Lanes and Pipelines: Energy
Security in Asia, Praeger Security International, 2008.
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Along with the rapid development
of China’s economy, and Rise of Energy Security in Chinese Strategy
economic globalization, national
economic interests are currently | Energy security has emerged as a key Chinese
developing and extending in the | security concern since Hu Jintao first raised the
direction of the ocean. Maritime | issue during a Central Party Economic Work
foreign trade routes — especially | Meeting in 2003. Hu pointed out that more
energy transportation routes — | than 50% of China’s oil imports come from the
have already become an important | Middle East, Africa, and Southeast Asia, and
lifeline of China’s economic | more than 80% of those imports must pass
development, and are the links of | through the Strait of Malacca. As a result, he
interaction ~ and  association | emphasized that China must actively adopt
between China and the world.” measures to protect the security of China’s
energy.

Source: Chen Yan, “Zhongguo Yupo ‘Maliujia Kunju’ Taiguo
Luxian Sheng Zhuanji” (Thailand Presents a Path for
Overcoming China’s ‘Malacca Dilemma’), Southern Daily,
February 11, 2004

Figure 3. China's crude oil imports and share of total consumption, 1994-2007
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Source: National Bureau of Statistics of China. China 5tatistical Yearbook 2007(p.737); 2005(p.638); 2003(p.666);
2001(p.597); 1999(p.589). Beijing: China Statistics Press; http://xmecc.smexm.gov.cr/pic/2006416204525.doc

Finally, in addition to the concerns over the security of energy, trade, and overseas assets
described above, Chinese security analysts are increasingly concerned with the
vulnerability of China’s domestic economic base to threats from the ocean. As Dalian
Vessel Academy Professor Tang Fuquan noted in 2007,

*! Ge Dongsheng, Ibid, p. 222.
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Continued economic growth increasingly depends on maritime security because
China’s economic center of gravity is concentrated along the coast. Forty-one
percent of China’s population, more than half of China’s large and medium cities
(da-zhong chengshi; X#+i17), 70 percent of China’s GDP, 84 percent of foreign
investment, and 90 percent of China’s exports are produced within 200 KM of
the Chinese coastline.*

Based on the sources consulted for this paper, there seems to bc general agreement that
the PLA in general and thc PLAN in particular should assume greater responsibility for
protecting China’s expanding economic interests. As two Logistics Command Academy
professors wrote in 2007, “The Navy is a necessary investment for a nation to safeguard
and dcvelop its overseas trade. A nation’s overseas trade rcquires strong naval support.
This positive interaction is the basic rule of sea power development.”” Also in 2007, a
team of authors from the Academy of Military Science and the Dalian Vessel Academy
wrote that as China’s national intcrests expand beyond the scopc of China’s territorial
boundaries, “Sea power should adapt to match the requirements of those cxpanding
national interests. Wherever national maritime interests and overseas interests are, sca
power should be directed there.”**

While thc PLAN has been tasked with new responsibilities as a rcsult of the New Historic
Missions, it is important to point out that “territorial intcgrity” — including thc Taiwan
issue, as well as the disputed maritime islands and reefs in the East China and the South
China Scas — continue to loom large in the PLAN’s strategic calculus. “Taiwanese
independencc forces” (taidu liliang, &% Ji#) are seen as seriously threatening China’s
sovereignty and security.”” Several PLA sccurity analysts believe that without the
deterrence of a powerful navy, national reunification will be impossible and that the

Taiwan issue presents the greatest danger to regional stability.*®

In addition to Taiwan, large sections of China’s maritime territory remain in dispute. The
2006 AMS volume Theory of National Security Strategy emphasizes that roughly half, or
1.5 million km? of thc approximately 3 million km® of maritime territory under China’s
legal jurisdiction, is in dispute or already controlled by other regional nations.”’ As
Dalian Vesscl Academy Professor Tang Fuquan lamented in late 2007, “Our island are
being occupied, our maritime areas are being cut apart (haiyang quyu bei fenge; X1k
#5+#1), and our resources are being plundered.”*®

52 Tang Fuquan and Wu Yi, /bid, p. 93.

53 Lang Dangyang and Liu Fenliang, “Hailu zhi Zheng de Lishi Jianshi” (Historical Exploration into the
Land-Sea Dispute), Zhongguo Junshi Kexue, 2007 no 1, p. 46.

5* Wang Shumei, Shi Jiazhu, and Xu Mingshun, /bid, p. 142.

% Ge Dongsheng, ed., Ibid, p. 363.

% Liu Shuiming and Chen Lu, “Haiyang Yishi yu Haifang Jianshe” (Sea Consciousness and Maritime
Defense Construction), Nanjing Zhengzhi Xueyuan Xuebao, 2005, no. 1, p. 84; Tang Fuquan and Wu Yi,
Ibid, p. 93.

57 Ge Dongsheng, Ibid, p. 223.

%% Tang Fuquan and Wu Yi, /bid, p. 93.
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Increase the PLAN’s strategic status and priority for modernization

Third, the Historic Missions have impacted Chinese naval strategy by according the
PLAN an increased status as a strategic force. Following the 2002 and 2004 adjustments
to the Military Strategic Guidelines, PLA Navy authors have begun referring to the
PLAN as China’s “first line of defense” both for the Chinese homeland as well as for
expanding Chinese national interests abroad. These missions require greater investment
for the PLAN to perfect its short range operational capabilities and develop new longer-
range capabilities.

In 2007 PLAN Political Department Deputy Director Rear Admiral Yao Wenhuai argued
that, “the PLA’s traditional structure as a ‘continental military’ (dalu jun, KH:#%) is
unsuitable for the present situation and tasks. [The PLA] must increase its expenditure for
navy modernization.”” Rear Admiral Yao justifies this need for additional investment in
navy modernization noting that,

The PLAN is the first line of defense (shoudang gichong; & %) for protecting
China’s sovereignty, territorial integrity, or maritime rights and interests.
Additionally, as China’s economy becomes increasing integrated with the global
economy, China’s development interests are subject to increasing numbers of
security challenges that are difficult to ignore. China’s economic center of
gravity is located along the coast. Without security of the coastal regions, there
can be no economic security. Furthermore China’s dependence on the strategic
SLOCs that carry trade and energg' resources makes protection of these SLOCs
an increasingly important concern. 0

While a PLAN political officer is obviously a biased commentator, one additional PLA
Navy author suggested that the PLAN as “first line of defense” remark was first made by
Hu Jintao sometime in 2007.%" As of the time of writing however, it has not been possible
to identify any further data on this issue.

What is certain is that in early 2008, Hu Jintao publicly emphasized the need for PLAN
transformation (tuijin zhuanxing; %) and equipment modernization.”” On April 11,
2008, Hu Jintao, accompanied by CMC Vice Chairman Guo Boxiong, PLAN
Commander and CMC member Wu Shengli, and PLAN Political Commissar Hu Yanlin,
traveled to a military harbor in Sanya, Hainan Province. In a speech to the officers in
Sanya, Hu called upon the PLAN to advance PLAN transformation to realize the New
Historic Missions. He called on the PLAN to:

*® Yao Wenhuai, /bid, p. 4.

% Ibid. p. 6.

¢ Lu Hongzhe, Ibid. According to that source Hu reportedly stated: “In future wars, the PLAN will serve as
the main operational force and the first line of defense (shouxian gichong; ¥ 53 /) in any conflict
involving China’s sovereignty, territorial integrity, or maritime rights and interests... militarily, the PLAN’s
comprehensive operational capabilities are intimately linked with the expansion of national interests.
Diplomatically, the strategic uses of the PLAN are closely linked to China’s emergence as a great power
and the preservation of world peace.”

82 Tang Zhongping, “Hu Jintao: Tuidong Jianshe Youhao Youkuai Fazhan” (Hu Jintao: Promote Rapid
and Effective Navy Building), PLA Daily, April 11, 2008, p. 1,

http://www.chinamil.com.cn/site 1/xwpdxw/2008-04/11/content_1200536.htm, [Accessed July 7, 2008]
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Advance military combat preparations, quicken the pace of navy modernization,
and strengthen the PLAN’s military capabilities to fully execute its missions and
tasks. The PLAN must strengthen its awareness of this opportunity (gianghua
Jiyu yishi; 3EALHIBFIN), broaden its strategic field of vision (tuokuan zhanlue
shiye; 1 %G8 1EF), focus on the capabilities required to fight and win local
naval wars under informationized conditions, continuously strengthen the ability
to respond to multiple types of security threats (duozhong anquan weixie; &%
4 &) and complete increasing types of military objectives (duoyang hua junshi

renwu, % PEALTE BAE55).

According to one PLAN senior captain, this “more rapid transformation” refers to key
Navy modernization tssues that affect the PLAN’s ability to implement the Historic
Missions. These include:*

e Transforming the PLAN from a mechanized to an informationized force

¢ Transforming the PLAN’s comprehensive operations capabilities (zonghe
zuozhan nengli; %&1FKEE77) from offshore defense (jinhai fangyu; in#BIf) to
an open ocean defense (yuanhai fangwei; i #ghi 1)

e Increasing the PLAN’s informationization level

Increased emphasis on non-traditional security and military operations other than
war

The New Historic Missions has also increased the importance of military operations other
than war (MOOTW) including fighting terrorism, and conducting peacckeeping, and
humanitarian assistance operations as key PLA missions. According to Academy of
Military Science researcher and Chinese Defense White Paper author Senior Colonel
Chen Zhou:

China’s armed forces must not only respond to traditional security threats, they
must also deal with non-traditional security threats; they must not only protect
the security of national territory (guotu anquan; [E+ % 4) they must also protect
the security of China’s overseas interests (haiwai liyi; #4MF)21); they must not
only provide stability for national development (guojia fazhan wending, B% % &
£25€), they must also facilitate peaceful development for the world (shijie heping

fazhan;, t FFE K 8.0

The Historic Missions, is based on the new domestic and international security
environment and China’s changed thinking about the role and uses of military forces. As
a result of this new thinking, the PLAN now places a higher priority on non-traditional

% Tang Zhongping, Ibid.

% Lu Hongzhe, Ibid.

% Chen Hui and Wang Jingguo, “Jiji Fangyu Junshi Zhanlue de Tuijin” (Development of the Active
Defense Military Strategy), Liaowang, July 28, 2008, No. 30, pp. 22-23, Available at:
http://news.sohu.com/20080728/n258419259.shtml [Accessed August 12, 2008] As of early 2008, Senior
Colonel Chen Zhou was serving as a researcher at the Academy of Military Science Warfare Theory and
Strategic Studies Department (zhanzheng lilun he zhanlue yanjiu bu; &4 B F R FTED).

19



sccurity and MOOTW.® The authoritative Academy of Military Science volume, the
Science of Naval Training, states that MOOTW (fei zhanzheng xingdong; 3 &4+475h) has
already become an important component of PLAN military operations and outlines five
main types of MOOTW that the PLAN is training for:®’

e Actions conducted domestically during peacetime; this includes emergency
natural disaster relief as well as closely coordinated actions with People’s Armed
Police Coast Guard units in support of law enforcement organizations (zhifa jigou;
2 H149) to combat smuggling, arrest drug dealers, etc.

e Demonstrations of armed force and military deterrence

e Actions focused on preserving national and social stability, participating in
maritime security cooperation (haishang anquan hezuo; # t%441F) including
peacekeeping actions (weihe xingdong; “4f477)) and counter-terrorism actions
(fan kongbu xingdong;, RBAHi1T5h)

e Military diplomacy

e At-sea search and rescue actions including those conductcd independently, in
cooperation with other services and branches (jun bingzhong, % 5#h), civilian
forces, or international forces

Non-traditional sccurity missions are also emphasized as a key mcans for realizing the
fourth historic mission: maintaining world peace and stability. Academy of Military
Science researcher and Chinese Defense White Paper author Senior Colonel Chen Zhou
stated that “as a military with an 81-year history the PLA must go out into the world
(zouxiang shijie, £ Fit5}) to increase our confidence, dispel others’ misconceptions,
learn from others, and most importantly, to effectively protect world peace and spur
common development.”®® The PLAN has recently undertaken several initiatives aimed at
preserving world peace and maintaining a favorable regional security environment.”” As
PLAN Political Commissar Hu Yanlin noted in 2006:

These activities have developed from participating and organizing international
search and rescue to participating in large-scale joint naval exercises (lianhe
Junshi yanxi; Bt&Z%F 35 3]). The purpose of naval diplomacy has evolved from
isolated ship visits to ship visits coordinated with larger political and diplomatic
activities. In terms of content, these activities have evolved from working against
traditional security threats to working against an expanding number of non-
traditional security threats including piracy and multinational criminal

P
organizations.

% Zhang Yongyi, Ed., Haijun Junshi Xunlian Xue (The Science of Naval Training), Academy of Military
Science Press, Beijing, 2006, p. 250.

% Ibid.

% Chen Hui and Wang Jingguo, Ibid, pp. 22-23.

% Hu Yanlin, 1bid, p. 45.

7 Ibid.
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Debating a transition from “offshore” to “open ocean” defense

Finally, the Historic Missions may mark thc beginning of a debate about transitioning
PLA Navy stratcgy from ‘“offshore” to “open ocean” defensc. Throughout thc 1990s,
many Chincse security analysts’ writing about the PLAN’s opcrational range focused on
the necessity of transforming the PLAN into an “offshore” (jinhai; ii#) navy as opposcd
to a coastal (jin'an; i1}#) navy. “Offshore” is a problematic concept because different
authors usc the term “offshore” in rcference to different geographic arcas. For examplc,
Chincsc authors have uscd the term “offshore” in reference to a PLAN operational zonc
demarcated variously by the 200-350 nm Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), the first or
second island chain, or becyond. As the PLA National Defensc University volume Science
of Service Strategy (junzhong zhanlue xue; FFE8% %) notes however, “offshore” 1s most
appropriately understood as a stratcgic, rather than a geographic concept.

The operational range (zuozhan fanwei; {E#%75[H) of the offshore defense includes
the offshore sea area (jinhai haiyu; it##ji%) defined as the area of the sea that is
under China’s legitimate jurisdiction as well as any area that can be used by an
enemy to threaten China’s security. The strategic range of PLAN operations is
any arca where operations must be conducted to protect the entirety of China’s
“maritime national territory (haiyang guotu; #i¥[¥ t),” safeguard national unity,
territorial integrity, maritime rights and interests, and conduct strategic control
over “hot spot” sea zones around the boundaries of Chinese territory. As China’s
strategic environment evolves and the PLAN’s strategic capabilities are enhanced,
the future range of “offshore operations” could be expanded as required to

effectively guarantee China’s national securily.71

There 1s increasing evidence to suggest that Chinesc sccurity analysts arc currently
cngaged in a debate about whether the “offshorc” strategic conccpt should be modified or
possibly replaced by a new “open ocean” (yuanhai; iz or yuanyang; iwi¥) concept. This
ncw concept, some arguc, would allow thc PLAN to fulfill its responsibilitics undcr the
Historic Missions and protect China’s increasing “open ocean” interests. A February
2007 Junshi Kexue articlc dcfined thesc “open ocean” intcrests to include cnergy asscts in
the Persian Gulf, Africa, and Latin America; SLOCs betwcen China and thc Middlc East;
more than 1,800 Chincse fishing vcssels operating on the open oceans and off thc waters
of 40 differcnt nations; occan resources in intcrnational waters; and the sccurity of
overscas Chinesc.”?

A recent article by Dalian Vesscl Academy professor Tang Fuquan notcs that while the
“offshorc defense” concept remained uscful throughout the 1980s and 1990s, since the
new century Hu Jintao has becn cmphasizing that “the PLAN must continue incrcasing
its operational capabilities within the offshore sea area, [but] it must also gradually begin
to transition to opcn ocean defense (yuanhai fangwei; imi#§fi 1) and devclop open occan
mobility operations capabilitics (yuanhai jidong zuozhan nengli; s Mlsh#E& s 1),

"' Huo Xiaoyong, ed., Junzhong Zhanlue Xue (The Science of Service Strategy), NDU Press, Beijing, 2006,
p. 242. See also: Tang Fuquan and Wu Y1, /bid, p. 93.

2 Wang Shumei, Shi Jiazhu, and Xu Mingshun, /bid, pp. 139-146.

”* Tang Fuquan and Wu Yi, /bid, p. 93.
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PLAN Political Department Deputy Director Rear Admiral Yao Wenhuai has argued that
developing open ocean defensive capabilities is vital for protecting China’s national
sceurity and development:

The offshore area is the zone of competing national interests between China and
its neighbors. Increasing the PLAN’s offshore comprehensive operational
capabilities to protect stability and security in the maritime direction is a key
component of Navy modernization. As modern PLLAN weapons increase in range
and precision and the naval battlefield expands from the offshore to the open
ocean, the development of open ocean mobile capabilities will become
increasingly important for protecting national security and development.74

Similarly a professor from the Naval Command Academy Strategic Research Office
recently noted that the PLAN is attempting to transform itself from a regional offshore
navy (jinhai quyu xing; JT# X #%) into a regional open-ocean navy (yuanhai quyu xing,
it X 5%).7° This professor defined a regional open-occan navy as one that, “can
accomplish strategic operational tasks within a specific period of time in specific open
ocean areas long distances from its territory, but cannot have a major role anywhere in
the world.”® According to one 2007 Junshi Kexue article:

PLLAN open ocean capabilities (yuanyang zuozhan nengli; & ¥ 1F &8 )
include ...the ability to protect strategic SLOCs and preserve freedom of
movement (xingdong ziyou; 1731 EHH) in the vast ocean space (guangkuo de
haiyang kongjian; I {& #3772 8]). These open ocean capabilities mainly include:
maritime patrols, surface and subsurface operational capabilities, island and reef
offensive/defensive operational capabilities, seaboard assault (dui’an gongji, %12
i) capabilities, at-sea operations command (haishang xingdong zhihui;, # E47
#¥8#%), and comprehensive support capabilities.77

In 2004 Naval Command Academy professor Quan Jinfu outlined a three-phase transition
that would transform the PLAN from an “offshore” to an “open ocean” navy. While it is
unclear whether this transition reflects official policy or is mercly professor Quan’s
personal views, it provides one example of how a PLAN open ocean strategic concept
could evolve:

e Step 1: The state will continue increasing its level of investment and quicken the
pace of Navy moderization. This will allow the PLAN’s operational zone to
cover the entire offshore sea area (jinhai de quanbu haiyu; i #H4H#ER). With
continued financial support from the state, the PLAN must quicken the pace of
Navy modemization and develop the capabilities to deal with these offshore
threats to China’s interests.

e Step 2: As the development of China’s economy becomes increasingly reliant on
maritime rights and interests and maritime industries, the “boundary” (jiangyu; 8
#%) of China’s national interests will gradually expand from the offshore (jinhai;

™ Yao Wenhuai, /bid, p. 7.

75 Quan Jinfu, /bid, p. 81.

™ Ibid. p. 82.

" Lu Xue, “Dui Tigao Jundui Luxing Lishi Shiming Nengli de Jidian Sikao” (Views on Improving the
Armed Forces’ Ability to Execute the Historic Missions), Zhongguo Junshi Kexue, 2007 no S, p. 107.

22



Ur#§) to loeal sea arcas beyond the offshore (jinhai wai de jubu haiyu; T4 R
#HiEgE). To effectively proteet these expanded “boundaries”, the PLAN will
utilize sustained and inereasing investment from the state to extend its strategie
defensive scope beyond the first island chain.

e Step 3: During the third and final step, continued large-scale support from
national economie development will allow the PLAN to enter the ranks of the
world’s major navies. During this final phase, the PLAN strategie defensive scope
(zhanlue fangwei fanwei; &85 BaH) will eompletely cover eertain open oeean
areas (moxie yuanyang haiyu; ¥z #§38) that involve Chinese key strategic
interests. At that time the PLAN will possess the eapabilities to act independently
or jointly to prevent any violation of Chinese interests on the vast oceans
(guangkuo de haiyu; )" VA1), ™

IV. Implications

In response to new domestic and international developments, the Central Military
Commission has twiee adjusted China’s national military strategy — the Military Strategic
Guidelines — in the past six years. An analysis of China’s naval strategy during this
period reveals that PLAN strategy is evolving to inelude:

» Expanding roles and missions for protecting China’s inereasingly important
maritime and overseas cconomic interests

» Raising the PLAN’s status as a strategic serviee and priority for modemization
» Debating a potential strategie transition from “offshore” to “open ocean” defense

» Emphasizing military operations other than war (MOOTW) including fighting
terrorism, and condueting peacekeeping and humanitarian assistance operations,
in addition to combat missions, as key PLA missions

Over the next five-ten years, the PLAN’s roles and missions will likely eontinue to
expand barring any major disruptions to the global economic system that could slow the
pace of China’s growing national interests. These expanding missions are both a eause
and a result of the PLAN’s inereased status as a strategic foree. Taken together, the
PLAN’s expanded missions and rising status suggest that there will be increased or at
least sustained high levels of investment for modemizing PLAN doetrine, equipment, and
systems. Additionally, the PLA Navy fielded today is the result of fundamental deeisions
of military strategy reached in 1993.”° The implieation here is that it may be another five-
ten years before we begin to see the observable effeets of the 2002 and 2004 adjustments
that assigned higher strategie priority, additional resources, and new missions to the
PLAN.

Next, it appears that the PLA has begun a debate about adjusting its eurrent naval strategy
from “offshore defense” to “open ocean defense” (yuanyang fangwei; i¥bi ). It is

’® Quan Jinfu, Ibid, p. 85.

7 See: David M. Finkelstein, “China’s National Military Strategy: An Overview of the ‘Military Strategic
Guidelines’”, in Roy Kamphausen and Andrew Scobell, Eds, Right-Sizing the People’s Liberation Army:
Exploring the Contours of China’s Military, U.S. Army War College Press, September 2007
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important to note that this debate still appears to be in the conceptual phase. Current
PLAN writings state that, twenty-two years after officially adopting its “offshore
defense” strategy, the PLAN still has not acquired all of the capabilities envisioned under
that strategy. It will still most likely be years before the CMC officially adjusts PLAN
strategy from “offshore” to “open ocean” defense. Even when that official transition is
announced, “open ocean” defense, like “offshore” defense before it, will probably remain
an aspirational capability for years if not decades.

The significance of this potential shift to “open ocean” defense is difficult to assess
because, similar to their use of the term “offshore,” the PLAN does not explicitly define
the geographical demarcation of “open oceans.” Some PLAN authors dcscribe “open
ocean” defense in terms of China’s rcgional interests, suggesting it is a concept focused
primarily on East and Southeast Asia. Other PLAN officers and strategists speak in much
more sweeping terms about the role of rising Chinese interests in the Middle East, Africa,
and Latin America in the PLAN’s “open ocean” defense. As “open ocean” defense has
not yet been adopted as official PLAN strategy, the exact details of what this strategy
would entail are probably under current review in Beijing.

Finally, the PLAN is likely to continue developing the capabilities rcquired for
conducting MOOTW and responding to non-traditional security threats. This is both a
legitimate policy response to rising non-traditional security challenges in the post-
September 11™ world as well as a policy choice by Beijing to help sensitize regional
powers to a rising PLA Navy.

In conclusion, it is important to continue monitoring adjustments to China’s Military
Strategic Guidelines to better understand the methods and objectives of China’s future
naval strategy. Tracking the drivers and outputs of adjustments to the Guidelines reveals
clear and unambiguous information concerning China’s intentions for modernizing its
forces and the ways it is most likely to use those increasing capabilities. In the case of
PLA Navy strategy and development rationales, this analysis of recent changes to thc
Military Strategic Guidelines has shown that the PLAN is modernizing in response to a
diverse array of domestic and international security considerations including rising
economic interdependence and perceived changes in the nature of warfare.
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Introduction

In most policy and political circles, the term “straight baselines” almost
never elicits a response, much less an understanding of their impacts on
international shipping. So too, the term “EEZ” is not well understood
and is almost never associated with the resource rights which are
associated with this all-important Law of the Sea (LOS) concept.

Global trade flows are absolutely dependent on the free movement of
commerce. As a region, Asia is predominantly a maritime region because
the marine environment plays host to most international commerce and
is the storehouse for many of the region’s natural resources especially
fisheries and oil and gas. It is not lost on an Asian country that much of
their future wealth is derived from their ability to access and use the
marine environment. Many of the region’s states have, over time, made it
a practice to make and then enforce excessive maritime claims by
misusing “straight baselines,” which have the practical impact of
grabbing significant ocean resources. This paper will examine the legal
aspects of this “ocean grab” and attempt to trace their impacts on world
economies and on regional stability. A primary focus will be on the
disputes involving China (PRC and Taiwan) and other regional players
and how those particular disputes have impacts on states that are not
directly involved in the conflict or globally. After a short review of the
areas of conflict, some options will be offered on the role the United
States can and should play to get these conflicts resolved in a peaceful
manner.

2. Regional Interests.

America has long maintained close economic cooperation with the Asia-
Pacific region. Since the early 1990s, US trade with the Asia-Pacific
region has exceeded that with Europe. Admiral Charles Larson, the
former Commander-in-Chief of the Pacific Command, projected that "our
economic future lies in this region.” At a recent meeting of ASEAN
ministers in Singapore, Secretary of State Rice recalled that two way
trade between the United States and the ASEAN countries topped $171
billion in 2007. Those ten countries represent the United States’ sixth
largest export market and represent some of the most rapidly growing
and dynamic economies in the world.” Additionally, American bilateral



trade with China in that same period was nearly $400 billion. China is
now one of the most important markets for U.S. exports: in 2007, U.S.
exports to China totaled $65.2 billion. During that same period, U.S.
bilateral trade with Japan was approximately $208 billion. Two-way
goods trade between the U.S. and Korea was valued at about $72 billion
in 2005 although that trade is increasing at an especially brisk pace.

Bilateral trade figures tell only part of the story. “The shipping lanes are
getting busier," reports the Wall Street Journal, "not just from Asia to
North America and Europe, but within Asial." Based on maritime trade
and navigation freedom considerations, eight international regions are
listed as "US Lifelines and Transit Regions" by the U.S. Department of
Defense. Three of these eight regions are located in the Asia-Pacific: the
Southwest Asian Seas, with the Malacca and Lombok Straits among
others and sea lanes of communication (SLOCs) passing the Spratly
Islands; the Northeast Asian Seas with SLOCs important for access to
Japan, Korea, China and Russia; and the Southwest Pacific with
important SLOC access to Australia. Owing to the burgeoning trade
between America and the Asia-Pacific region and the fact that some of
the world's most important SLOCs are located in the Asia-Pacific region,
maintaining freedom of navigation in the high seas and ensuring safety
of SLOCs are vital interests of the US in this region. As relates to China,
the Department of State articulates that the long term US strategy
towards that country is summarized as:

¢ Maintaining sustainable growth without large trade
imbalances;

¢ Continued opening of markets to trade, competition,
and investment;

e Cooperation on energy security, energy efficiency, and
the environmental and the health impacts of energy
emissions.

Clearly, those same goals apply to all other countries in the Asia Pacific
Region. Australia, for example, describes its enduring strategic interests
as follows:

e Avoidance of destabilising strategic competition
developing between the United States, China and
Japan as the power relationships between the three
evolve and change.

1 Evan Ramstad, Korean Shipbuilders Take Novel Construction Tack: Booming
Business Inspires New Methods to Make Boats; Thinking Outside the Dock, Wall St. J.,
June 12, 2007, at A8



¢ Maintenance of a benign environment in South East
Asia, particularly maritime South East Asia, which
respects the territorial integrity of all states.

e Prevention of the proliferation of weapons of mass

destruction (WMD).

The free movement of shipping between major trading

blocs all over the world is vital to the economic

wellbeing of the Asia-Pacific region, while the majority

of the states within it are dependent upon the

uninterrupted passage of oil supplies, particularly

from the Middle East, for their very existence.?

3. US Ocean Policy Interests

The three U.S. goals with respect to China of sustainable growth,
continued market access, and cooperation in environmental and
resource fields are directly tied to the oceans policies of China and other
regional actors. Free access to the world’s oceans is the bedrock of
international trade, which in this context consists of the movements of
people (via ships, aircraft), information (through seabed cables),
commodities, and finished products. Also, key to those three interests,
at a macro level, is the ability of the worlds military and security forces to
be able to traverse the world’s oceans and littoral areas, to conduct
presence operations, law enforcement activities, and military activities to
suppress terrorists3 and pirates since commercial maritime activities
(and those of their underwriters) will only flourish if there is a safe and
stable security environment. Finally, the preservation of the marine
environment and the promotion of sustainable fisheries and other marine
resources (including oil and gas) depends on state behavior which

2 http:/ /www.navy.gov.au/w/images/Amd chapter4.pdf

3 The gaps and seams in ocean governance have been exploited in the past. At one
point in 2001, the bin Laden organization had direct ownership and charter hire of a
fleet of ships (23 vessels) that were registered in flag of convenience (FOC) states. In
February 2002 Coast Guard Commandant James Loy and Captain Robert Ross, in an
article titled “Global Trade: America’s Achilles Heel,” noted that the shadowy Flag of
Convenience registry system (which is not accountable to community interests) provides
safe haven for marginal ship owners as well as criminals, smugglers, and terrorists to
exploit the security and regulatory loophole to advance their interests. The fact that bin
Laden exploited the system in the past raises concerns that terrorists could do so again
since the economic and regulatory rules that favored unrestricted (and unregulated) use
of the high seas have not changed since 9/11. In mid-July 2002, the Canadian Navy
managed to capture two suspected al Qaeda members operating a speedboat in the Gulf
of Oman (USS Cole scenario). This was later followed by a small boat attack on the
French supertanker Limburg off the Yemeni coast in October 2002, by suspected
terrorists. And, then there was the bombing of a super ferry by the al Qaeda-linked Abu
Sayyaf group in Manila harbor in February of 2004, which resulted in the death of more
than a hundred passengers.




conforms to general international law and the 1982 Law of the Sea (LOS)
Convention? - - to include concomitant access of marine security forces
to ensure, on behalf of the international community, that the legal
norms are being upheld.

There are economic costs associated with conflicting claims. The
importance of these waterways to regional trade is clear. In a study
which focused on the effects of intensified competition (and perhaps
violence) associated with the conflicting claims in the South China Sea,
CNA Analysts noted:

With over 15 percent of the world's cross-border trade transiting
the South China Sea region each year, the importance of these sea
lanes to international trade seems at least as significant.....The
level of trade transiting the South China Sea SLOCs is high largely
because these are the quickest and cheapest safe routes from
Europe or the Middle East to East or Southeast Asia. If these
routes were no longer cheap or safe, ships would use other routes,
such as the Straits of Lombok and Makassar, or even sailing
around Australia (at considerable additional cost)>

That same 1996 CNA study, Chokepoints: Maritime Economic Concerns in
Southeast Asia, addressed the feasibility of using alternate trade routes
in the South China Sea region and concluded that a change in shipping
patterns from a partial or total closure of major sea lanes in the South
China Sea would result in a sharp increase in freight costs and potential
shortage of shipping capacity in the short term. It also concluded that
this increase would level out, resulting in higher freight rates (as a result
of longer delivery times), an eventual increase in shipping capacity, and
some damage to the economies in the region®. Given the fragile and
interdependent nature of the world’s economies — especially today — the
impacts of added fuel, insurance, and delay costs are not easily
weathered by the world’s economies.

U.S. Policy and Excessive Maritime Claims

4 Even though the United States has yet to ratify the 1982 LOS Convention, since 1988
U.S. Policy has been to regard the LOS Convention as reflecting customary international
law — save for the original provisions dealing with deep seabed mining.

PROCLAMATION 5928 issued by President Reagan on Dec. 27, 1988.
http://www.oceanlaw.org/index.php?name=News&catid=&topic=10

5 Noer and Gregory: “Chokepoints: Maritime Economic Concerns in Southeast

Asia. "CNA Publications No. CRM 2796000700 and 2796000709/. (1996) See also,
http:/ /hormuz.robertstrausscenter.org/other_chokepoints

6 Kivlehan and Rosen, “The South China Sea: A Regional Assessment. CNA Publication
No. CRM D0003145.A1 of March 2001.




In assessing the need for new policy or cooperative efforts by the United
Sates to dampen excessive maritime claims in this region, it is first
appropriate to articulate the desired end-state in terms of international
oceans policy. The principal goals can be summarized as follows:

¢ Public order on the high seas predicated on LOS norms

¢ Plugging gaps in the current regimes either through
international legislation or the resolution of disputes using
rules of law and formal dispute settlement mechanisms;

¢ Regional/international enforcing mechanisms versus
unilateralism

¢ Financially and legally responsible owners and operators of
vessels and strong flag state control to prevent illegal
activities by shipowners and operators

¢ Market incentives to eliminate “free riders” that pollute or
create hazardous conditions on the seas that endanger other
maritime users or coastal states.

The modern embodiment of oceans policy is the 1982 Law of the Sea
Convention which the United States declares to be reflective of
customary international law even though it has not yet ratified the
Convention. However, there are gaps in the current text, and portions of
the legal text are quite obscure, because the use of compromise language
was necessary to secure global agreement.

McDougal and Burke’s seminal work The Public Order of the Oceans?
postulates that public order of the oceans is predicated on “the general
community interest in both shareable, inclusive use and authority and
non-shareable, exclusive use and authority, and the projection of ...
appropriate principles and procedures for the securing of all interests.”
To preserve the opposing interests of coastal and non-coastal interests,
the 1982 Law of the Sea (LOS) Convention was negotiated to codify the
balancing of interests and to establish jurisdictional zones between
individual, nation-state, and “international” rights to ensure the
protection of the marine environment, public order, and the responsible
exploitation of resources.

The LOS Convention was negotiated during the height of the Cold War in
which there were basically three competing factions: (a) major maritime
states like the United States and the USSR that wanted broad rights to

7 Yale University Press (1962)



ocean access; (b) the G-778 were most concerned with gaining access to
marine resources and revenues commensurate with their population
size; and (c) coastal states who were interested in being able to
exclusively exploit and protect their coastal resources and be able to the
hold the navies of the major maritime powers at arms length. Issues of
importance to the U.S. Navy—such as transit passage, military overflight,
high seas exercises, and unrestricted submerged operations—were at the
forefront of the US negotiating position and, in this regard, the 1982 LOS
Convention was a great success for the U.S.

In the 30 or so years since the LOS Convention was negotiated, gaps and
seams have emerged—creating general security issues that are in need of
correction. Among them:

Lack of effective sanctions on state actors and non-
state actors who continue to use legitimate or flag of
convenience registrations, thereby creating a legal “no
man’s land” which can be exploited by terrorists,
transnational criminals—including the smugglers of
illegal migrants—and potentially the traffickers of
WMD;

Archaic and insufficient legal protections for the
international community when it comes to establishing
universally enforceable criminal sanctions versus
individuals, groups, or states that use the high seas
for nefarious purposes;

A failure of international institutions, like the
International Maritime Organization, the Continental
Shelf Commission, or other LOS institutions to
address the environmental and safety impacts of
shipping on coastal states, adjudicate fisheries
management concerns, or establish effective
mandatory mechanisms to adjudicate disputes; and
Insufficient concerted action in both the commercial
marketplace and among regional states to use market-
based approaches to punish those coastal states (and
ships that fly their flag) that do not conform their
behavior to accepted norms as set forth in the LOS
Convention.

8 The Group of 77 is a loose coalition of developing nations at the United Nations who
seek to promote their members' collective economic interests and create an enhanced
joint negotiating capacity in the United Nations. The G-77 was created in 1964, today
there are 130 countries.



The preceding gaps and seams in ocean governance have created a
climate which emboldens states to make and enforce excessive maritime
claims for long and short term economic and security reasons. This
practice runs counter to longstanding US Policy with respect to maritime
claims by coastal states to sovereignty, sovereign rights, or jurisdiction
over ocean areas that are inconsistent with the terms of the LOS
Convention. This is what we mean by "excessive maritime claims." They
are illegal in international law. Since World War II, more than 80 coastal
states have asserted various claims that threaten the rights of other
states to use the oceans. These excessive maritime claims include, but
are not limited to, claims inconsistent with the legal division of the ocean
and superadjacent airspace reflected in the LOS Convention.” Excessive
claims may include:

¢ improperly drawn baselines for measuring maritime
claims;

e territorial sea claims greater than 12 miles;’

e other claims to jurisdiction over maritime areas in
excess of 12 miles, such as security zones, that
purport to restrict non-resource related high seas
freedoms;

e contiguous zone claims at variance with Article 33 of
the LOS Convention;

¢ exclusive economic zone (EEZ) claims inconsistent
with Part V of the LOS Convention;

¢ continental shelf claims not in conformance with Part
VI of the LOS Convention; and

¢ claims requiring advance notification or authorization
for innocent passage of warships and naval auxiliaries
through the territorial sea, international straits,
archipelagic sea lanes; or EEZ or applying
discriminatory requirements to such vessels

U.S. policy has been unchanged for decades with respect to excessive
maritime claims and the US has continued to diplomatically protest and,
as appropriate, operationally assert its navigation and overflight rights on
a worldwide basis in a manner that is consistent with the LOS
Convention. All of these activities are conducted in a low key manner and
are undergirded by the 1982 LOS Convention. The U.S. policy goal has
been to “shift maritime political disputes from being a cause for violence

9 US Department of State, Limits of the Sea, No. 112 of March 1992.
http: / /www.state.gov/documents /organization /58381.pdf




and naval warfare to a legal based order, approaching the vision of Myres
S. McDougal and William T. Burke of a "public order of the oceans.” 10

The US policy of diplomatically and operationally seeking the rollback of
excessive maritime claims is also predicated on a larger interest in
maintaining public order on the oceans. History has shown time and
again that unilateral maritime claims are destabilizing and can often lead
to violence. In the 1950s NATO came under considerable stress from
highly contentious “Cod Wars” concerning British access to fishing areas
off the coast of Iceland. In 1992 the Peruvian Air Force fired on a USAF
C-130 aircraft, killing one airman, for in